' Plslntiff ^3 reaponae to deWldanta Motion to Dlardss’’ and td 
"Defendant’s Oppoaition to Plaintiff’s 2^otion for suinnary Judgement", 

1, Flaintiff was forced to bring Civil Action No 718-70 bccouse 

Defendant^ r a fused to comply vdtii Public Law 89-467; 5 U,S,C. 555, because 
Tlaintiff Der gr tm ent cf - Ju - gt jre o falsely alleged it did not have tbe piflicilra: 
documents IIsintiff properly sought/because c" a firm ruling by tbe Deputy 
Attfrney General made earlier end in tuis instunce repeated, tnat tne documents 
sought "ere exempt from disclosure under the provisions of 5 U.S.C# 

552 (b)(7), wnich Defeudont Dgp urtmo a t - nf quoted incompletely sad 

inadequately. (Plaintiff’s Jibcnibits C,3 and G)# 

2, Dofendsnt^i^ g Tr g Tt me ii t ’Tvf-^Jin violation of the spirit If not 

the letter of the la^^ignored Plaintiffrequest for these documents until 

Lhlmp st three m ontha, 

Plaintiff engaged cou-isel. Def.ndant taereofter del..>yod inordinately^n mcl-cing 
any response at all. 

3, ■Plaintiff , through counsel, appealed to the "‘ttorney General, 
under date of February 2, 1970. When the Attorney General did not respond to 
Plaintiff's appeal by March 11, 1970, on that date Plaintiff filed Civil AvCtion 


No. 713-70. 

4 , gyieSiiS^StSXTSEJfaaSSISr Thereafter Defendant D e portraont. -e f Juotie e 
sought and was granted delay in hearing this case based on its o U a gntki o it 
required tine Ibr the collection of affidavits. 

5. ^ith th? filing of this action, made neceeaery by the failure of 
ti^e Defendant Dg yart i neut uf Jua ti c e to ect upon or even acknowledge Plaintiff's 
acpeal, tSSSn there is no basis for belated pre^nse the appeal is being 

L'V'\ 

acted upon. The only basis remaining is under the law under which this action 


Had tu -^ brought, ^ ^ ^ 

6. The latter of the Attorney Genera^to Plaintiff^3 counsel ^etenda 

to be what it cannot be end pretends this suit does not exist. It txxM±x 

makea no reference to tnis action, ie not addressed to Plaintiff, is not addressed 

to Plaintiff's counsel as counsel for Plaintiff, but pretends the ectlon was 
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renumber paragrpatis wuea retyping 

6 A ^hat purpose is served by pretending there is no Civil A-Ction ; 

718-70 under the "’Freedom cf Information"' law? Surely a men as well ve.rsosed 

in ti:a law and as eminent es tue Attorney General of the United states Imows ‘ 

when ills Department is Defendant in a cause at action, as do those so well 

icundecl in the law as to qualify as his deputies and trusted esaistsnta. One : 

lurposie alono, in PlalatlfC’a belief, is served, aad tiaet is to pretend tde I 

^ ■: ■ I 

tovernment Is not yielding to the will of Congress end tile people embodied in ' ' 

4 . / 

tiiis law# Plaintiti's long exp^^rience witn •b he - vorle ^ agencies of government 

concerned with varying aapects of tne lamentable assassinations thst=li!pvi 9 

‘'J p 

recently tragically common in the '^nitod i3tates is that suppression of 

what is inconsiatent with that ?/hich officials want believed.is not accidental* 

^ah,^iier 9 is never less than Bxtreri^:) reluctance and usually/Refusal to comply 
with:^ this law except under threat of court action under tnis law# Defendant 

has made nu:n|^rous req^ueats for information of Defendant going back to May 23^ j 

1966, and whero there nua been response of any kind, which is rare, there has 

been mi are pre sente t Ion, v .- itn -e y ce ^t lreny end there has not once « as of 

this moment, bc?:n tne production of any one of the document a Plaintiff lies 

^available 7 ..^ / 

requested. Defendant has carried hla refusal to raa'ice'^ ?;het eh o u l u’^be the'right 

of every citizeiijft^ bly that of a writer in a society such as ours^to an 

, Plaintiff’^j 

Incredible extreme. For a year Defendant bos not responde 3 ^to~lhHV^w 4 a^^ K. 
request to be able to examine the transcript of a court actioja in the city of 
Washington, where th® decision was adverse to Defendant, i laintiff, in e 4 li@S^ 
sincere and diligent effort to discharge the responsibilities of a writer,- 
sought to study that part of. the trsns^ipt in whicn Defendant presented" his 
side of tnis case. Sven the^Defind^t has neither d(?Ce^nor^o^^STr^ by ramoteat 
Indirection, ecknolwedgod. In short. Defendant, in Pleintiff^s belief, sed on 
long and unpleasant experience, is tost Defendant wilfully, es a matter of 
policy, violates the Freedom of Information law so that it may suppress that which 
It desires not to be known to the people# Plaintiff respectfully calls this 







6A^ continued 


honorably court’s attention to tne gross and bald misrepreaeiitation and 
^.vvy 

mlstotement A^odied In tiie second paregrpah of Exhibit C, thet the 

documents sought in this action^ ere not in Defendant’s files, "^hon, 

knowing this to be utterly and completely false, defendant neving been the 

driginator of said documents, and in an excess of caution and kindness Plaintiff 

directea nis counsel to correct Begandant/ (Exhibit D), Defondant curtly and 

brazenly persisted in this misrepresentation and tais falsehood, declaring, 

’*we adhere to tue views expressed in our previous communication^ (’Exhibit E)- 

/ 

•Plaintiff believes this represents KiufXHKtffxtsjHhs callous disregard oS 
ghi s 

contempt for fcaa law that characterlzee Defendant’s every attitude toward it 
in Plaintiff’s long experience. It is obvious that 7/er0 DrfendantJjs ststenonts 


under oath triey^ would be of criminal nature.. In thAs connecMon.,f-?* 



his -heTiUtv thrtt ho orl r*.*! r»o 1 vQa-T*<» ^ h. /M=+.h J T« 4. 



tters are “^o such documenta in the files of the D>?p8rtmont’ 


Defeadaut’a aiotlons to v/hich respouse la- .lero made, tuis is openly acknolwanged 
to he a false statement, although any alluison to its character is studiously 
avoided^ aa Any apology for cr regret over it is conspicuously missing. 




(/i/ixu^ *0 lA/v'^ .Vv<X ) fVli^ 

coiSmael was actim- pro se, not on beh^jlf of bis client* 
It offers counsel, not Plaintiff, ’^access^ to tne documents. 


7* i-ioreovcir, tsajsaxtwK Defendant's "Motion to Disrais 0 ’' and ‘'Defendant’s 

"tile Jitt omev Gefa’s 

Opposition to ^^otio^ ^‘or Summary j^udgement" ore inconsistent ^rurtn aiieiizsstJsLcxz 
^ltr'or-M6y'-&,-n.'970‘'' ’tpage-S)-' 

and are not responsive to Civil action No 718-79, wtiarein Plaintiff prayed 

" tnis‘lionoreble Court for tne follov;ing relief: that Defendants be ordered to pro¬ 
duce and copy or make evailable for copying the original or copies of all docranents 
filed by tne United States with tne Bow Stree Magistrate’s Oourt in -^ondon, 

Englrand, in June-^uly, 19G6***'‘ 


They^ / 

8 Each quotes the Attorney General’s letter of 7, 1970 as saying 
"pleintiff will be given access to the papers sought herein (emphasis added) 
and "plaintiff v/iil be given accesa to the documents sought by this action t>” 
whereas said letter pretends this action is none-exlatent, pretends counsel 
is plaintiff, not uis rocxa^afx client, makes no ackowledgeiuent of Plaintiff’s 
existence or the fact toat h© brougn this action, says tuat it is counsel who 
(A "P^ granted acceae to them-/ 


(Braphnsis added.) y and that ^In response to counsel’s letter, all right to 


act upon v/nioh Defendant ^rfeited by refusing to respond to it or even 
scknolwedge it# 


A 


9. Plaintiff cannot ignoie the presistent misquotation of his 

prayer 

XB 3 t) 4 « 2 ajb to tnia honorable ^ourt any more tnijn he can ignore the endless 

delaying tactics of Defendant, which he cannot view as accidental. It no?/ being 

3 year since h ^"maae hi a initial and unanswered rei^uest# This misquotation is 

/ 

Identical in all three cited documents, vsnlch ©mplj the wordsX ’’access to" 
instead of the language of the complaint, quoted in Paragraph 7, above# 

10 # It la conspicuous that none of these documents makes or 

suggests any arrangeaenta or means by which Plaintiff will be given "access", 
whatever Defendant means by this expression# It is 3Iso conspicuous that 


when Plaintiff, through counsel, attempted to effectuate this. Defendant, 







througli David J# iVnderaon, who signed the certificate of service, neither 


responded to Plaintiff’s counsel’s phone calls nor left any message, thus 

Plaintiff tiie additional 

causing Flnintifi and counsel the waste of a day end the -lost of 


mare 


a trip to V/ushiagton* 

11. Defendant’s plea that tuia action becoraesmoot on the/ollegation 

tnst '^access” will be given is in error first, because it is not access t^t 

is involved in this action but what is quoted in ^rograph 7, above^ and second 

that is relevant, ' 

because it is only performance/ not promises, som many of wnidihove .been made 
to Plaintiff by tue government, including the Defenadant, and thereafter ware 
not kept# 

wrongfully 

12. It is tii6 Defendant, not the Plaintiff, who/forced resort to 
resulting in Plaintiff’s 

this action under the law/ tawribawe needless end wrongful cost, troublo 

as ti’oll 33 the 

end waste of timep which seems to be Defendsnt’s unvarying intent^Wsedless burden-^ 
ing of this honorable Court# 

13. however. Plaintiff does not wish to force tnis issue to 

unnecessary 

litigation, has no desire to burden this honorable Court with a case 
that need not be tried.zxxx^jsnid no 

14# But it is plaintiff’s position ti^t having be on forced to resort 


to the law and the courts in an effort to get what was, without question, always 
right 

hie under the law, ho wants this-neithor more nor less^7;hat he seeks by this 


action and im as a result of this action#. 


prompt 


15. he therefore assures this honorable court that upon/parfoMnnnee 
by defendant of that for which Plaintiff preyed this jcionoroble Court, quoted in 
Paragraph 7, above, not evasive and meaningless promises and the pretense 
Plaintiff was not forced to file this action under the law. Plaintiff will 
B±tiiss withdraw toe action himself, fixy for it will thon and only then be moot* 

16. Plaintiff also preys this o:>urt to order Defendant to cease and 

delays, end 

desist elJ/evasions, equivocations, pretenses and to promptly comply with 
rather than htfendant’s misrepresentation of it 
Plaintiff’s prayer/or to set the case for immediate trial# 



i 

i 

• \ 


\ \ preys 

iU-vA-il?. Plaiatlff asiCE ttiis lionoreble Court to take judicial note of tftaae 
unconteat^^ facta: 

tiiat it is ttie clear intent of ^ongreas^ tUst tcio Oovernment act promptly 

end Qxpoditiously on oil requests for Informeticn to vrhlcii tUc people ere 

entitled; that nad Defendant complied v/itU the low tuia matter would lieve been 
amicably a year ago Defendant 

S6ttled/in tr,e way Defendant vTants this honorable Court to believe fer is now 

willing to settle it; that the consequent waste of to taxpayer’s money and the 

Fleintiff^c 

time of his emnloyees as well as the denial of kts rights end the wrongful impos¬ 
ition of cast end trouble upon Defendant arc sblely the responsibility of Defend¬ 
ant, as is the nacdlass cluttering of une ciooicet of cnis uonoruble 'dourt; that it 

is inappropriate and wrong fox’ tno Defendant to allege wuat DQ^endant knew was 

(Exhibit G, Paragraph 2); 

not true, taat Defendant did not neve tnat which Plaintiff seeks/ and tiiat it is 

inappi’opriate ami wrong for the ^^ttorney Genorol of the ^nitad States not to - 

seem to 

act unon a proper and required appeal within a reasonable time, to/offer to ' 

another wnfit Plaintiff ^.ilone seeks, to pretend toot tais action does not exist, 

end to Ignoxu and pretend the non-existence of hia Deputy’d nils statement of 

fact that cannot possibly be accidental* Plointiff believes these Impositions 
this 

upon iJtx honorable Goupt and Plaintiff and tns aerious misconduct in uiisrepresento— 
tion sht^uld not go unnoted* 



